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Call to order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. 


Dr. O'Brien asked the members of the Steering Committee to remain after 
the Senate meeting to consider the agenda for the meeting scheduled for 
May 26, 1978. 


He also read and explained a statement which has been prepared in 
consultation with McGill and Bishop's Universities in response to a query 
from Vanier College concerning admission of graduating students from 
Vanier to the anglophone Universities in Quebec. The statement would be 
issued within the next few days. 


Report from the Senate Committee on "colleges" 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY DEAN FRENCH, 
THAT THE RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE SENATE COMMITTEE 
ON "COLLEGES" CONCERNING OFFICIAL NAMES FOR TWO OF 
THE UNITS OF DIVISION IV, FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE 
(DOC-US-78-4-D5), BE APPROVED AND RECOMMENDED TO THE 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS FOR ITS APPROVAL. 


Dr. O'Brien pointed out that the double-barreled bilingual form for the 
proposed names as presented, both in terms of usage of the University and 
the laws of Quebec, was not appropriate. The proper formulation was to 
have two names, one in English and the other in French. 


Responding to a question as to whether the proposed names had been 
considered by the Arts and Science Faculty Council, Dr. Wall advised that 
they had not been. Rather they had come from the planning committees to 
the Senate Committee on "colleges" and then to Senate in accordance with 


the established procedures whereby the jurisdiction over "smaller units" was 
left with Senate itself. 


With respect to the proposed name for the Institute of Women's Studies, 
Dr. O'Brien advised that there has been a certain controversy surrounding 
the proposal to use the name of Simone de Beauvoir and he felt that, 
without prejudice to whatever Senate was going to decide, it was 
appropriate that Senate should be aware of both what the proposal was and 
what the issues were. 


It was explained that Simone de Beauvoir was considered as the 
contemporary founderess of Women's Studies through her authorship of 
"The Second Sex" which represented the first time that a scholar had 
attempted an interdisciplinary approach to the history and identity of 
women. Another reason for proposing her name was because in a sense she 
was cross-cultural in that she has had an effect through her work, on both 
French and English women throughout North America and Europe. 


In addition, the planning committee wanted someone who symbolized the 
international and cross-cultural dynamics of what the Institute for. Women's 
Studies was trying to do. It was stated also that Simone de Beauvoir was a 
person who combines intellectual excellence and social responsibility. 


The feeling was expressed that in a way Simone de Beauvoir could be 
considered the intellectual founder of Women's Studies at Concordia and at 
the two founding institutions. Before Concordia came into being, Loyola 
and Sir George Williams separately and independently developed courses in 
Women's Studies and the basic textbook in both. courses was "The Second 
Sex". 


It was stated that because of this particular time in the development of 
Concordia, Quebec, and Canada, one had difficulty with the idea that we 
should find it necessary to name one of our first "colleges" after someone 
who was not a Canadian. It was argued that there were women in Quebec 
and Canada who have made valuable contributions to developing a greater 
consciousness of the increasing role of women in our society and it would 
have been far better if the members of the Women's Studies Institute could 
have come up with a name that would have presented a Quebecer or at least 
a Canadian as a model of our women in Canada. 


It was explained that the planning committee was looking for someone who 
not only would appeal to women in Quebec, Canada P and all over the 
world, but someone who also had a stature that would reflect the important 
place of the Institute. At the same time, the planning committee did not want 
the Institute to reflect national boundaries. 


It was further stated that the planning committee had carefully considered 
women from Quebec and Canada. Also, while it was agreed that it would 
have been easier for everyone concerned if they had been able to find the 
right person, the difficulty was that the planning committee had found that 
each individual they looked at had done one specific thing for-women and 


the impact of their identity was in a single specific area. They did not want 
the Institute to be identified with that specific single area approach but rather 
with a broad, wide interdisciplinary approach which would allow for a 
plurality of identities within it. 


Concern was expressed over the notion of naming "units" after individuals 
and it was suggested that it would be better to state what the "unit" was 
rather than to call it after somebody. 


However, it was argued that there were many precedents at Concordia for 
naming buildings-and structures within the University after individuals. 
Also, the names that have been selected mean something to the people who 
have planned the dossiers, who have worked on the planning committees 
and who have dedicated a great deal of their time and effort to the 
establishment of the "units" and it was important to allow the people who 
have worked in these areas to select the names rather than have names that 
they do not wish, imposed upon them. 


It was stated that one of the problems with calling the "unit" the Women's 
Studies Institute was-that that would invariably be shortened to the 
Women's Institute. The feeling was also expressed that using the name 
Women's Studies Institute would discourage men from applying to become 
members of the Institute. 


It was stated that the University was a public institution which must exist 
within the Quebec/Canada context, and given that names mean so much to 
people, the perception of the community at large of whatever name is 
decided upon becomes very important. It was argued that given the reaction 
of so many people, not so much in favor of the name Simone de Beauvoir, 
but rather in favor of something else, the issue of the naming of the 
Women's Studies Institute should be reconsidered. 


With respect to the proposed name for the Women's Studies Institute, the 
feeling was expressed that Senate seemed to be caught in a dilemma to 
which there was no easy solution. However, it was argued that if Senate 
voted against the motion to approve the name Simone de Beauvoir, Senate 
in effect would be telling the people who have worked passionately for a 
long time on this Institute to go back and start all over again. It was felt that 
that would have a most devastating effect on the members of the planning 
committee. 


In response to a suggestion that the naming of the Institute be delayed for a 
few years, it was argued that we could not simply keep a name in cold 
storage and if we did not choose the name of Simone de Beauvoir now, it 
was; unlikely that we would be able to do so in a year or two. Other 
women's studies institutes would be found in the near future and certainly 
the name Simone de Beauvoir would be the primary name that any such 
institute would wish to have. While the Concordia Women's Studies 
Institute was in the fortunate position to be the first to lay claim to that 
name, not to choose it now would simply be to relinquish that claim. 
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It was wondered whether there had been any response from the community 
at large to suggest that some people would enroll if it were not called the 
Simone de Beauvoir Institute. That was, has there been any suggestion that 
the name itself might not only galvanize the energies of the people working 
in the Institute but also that the name might be a symbol that would attract 
students from outside in sufficient numbers to perhaps. offset those 
prospective students who might be put off by the name of Simone de 
Beauvoir because they had read her work and have found themselves in 
disagreement with one or several of the controversial positions found 
therein. 


Senate was advised that the planning committee has not received word from 
any students stating that they would or would not come because of the 
proposed name. Rather, all responses have indicated great excitement aver 
what was being done and that that the students would come on that basis. 


Senate agreed to divide the motion and to vote first on the proposed name 
for the Women's Studies Institute. 


Responding to a question concerning a negative vote on the motion, Dr. 
O'Brien advised that if the motion was not passed, the status quo would be 
retained. That was, the interim name would remain as the Institute for 
Women's Studies. 


A VOTE WAS TAKEN ON THE MOTION TO APPROVE THE NAME 
SIMONE DE BEAUVOIR INSTITUTE -INSTITUT SIMONE DE 
BEAUVOIR, AND WAS CARRIED. 


A VOTE WAS TAKEN ON THE MOTION TO APPROVE THE NAME 
LONERGAN UNIVERSITY COLLEGE - COLLEGE UNIVERSITAIRE 
LONERGAN, AND WAS CARRIED. 


Bachelor of Education (TESL) Medal 


Dr. O'Brien explained that there are two documents attached to this item, the 
first (DOC-US-78-5-D3) proposed the establishment of a medal for the 
Bachelor of Education (TESL) programme, and the second 
(DOC-US-78-6-D3) proposed a name for the medal. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY DEAN AKIN, THAT 
A MEDAL FOR THE BACHELOR OF EDUCATION (TESL) 
PROGRAMME BE ESTABLISHED (DOC-US-78-5-D3), AND THAT IT 
BE NAMED THE ANNE STOKES MEDAL (DOC-US-78-6-D3). 


Senate was advised that it was intended that the medal would be awarded 
for the first time at the 1979 Spring Convocation to be held in June. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND VAS CARRIED - 
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General Certificate in Art and Science 


Dean Chaikelson presented and explained the proposal from the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council concerning a General Certificate in Arts and 
Science (DOC-US-78-6-D]l). 


Prof. Whitelaw, in presenting the Report from U.C.C.C. 
CDOC-US-78-6-D2), emphasized the concerns of the Committee and 
explained the recommendations contained in its Report. 


He suggested two editorial modifications to the text of the document from 
the Arts and Science Faculty Council (DOC-US-78-6-Dl). The first was to 
delete the words " ... regular or to extended ..." in the first paragraph and 
substitute the words "first cycle". The second was to delete the words " ... 
are applicable to regular programmes and ..." in the third paragraph. 


The above suggested modifications were agreed to. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that what was contained in document US-78-6-D1 
was a curriculum description of the proposed certificate along with certain 
statements about registration and other administrative processes that would 
have to be carried out. He advised that for purposes of formal approval, the 
approval of the General Certificate was, in effect, the first four paragraphs 
in document US-78-6-DI. The appropriate motion therefore, would be to 
approve the first four paragraphs in document US-78-6-D], incorporating 
the suggested modifications to the first and third paragraphs. 


He suggested also that while the recommendation concerning credits earned 
as an Independent Student on page 2 of document US-78-6-DI required 
Senate approval because it was a change in regulations, it should be handled 
under a separate motion. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CHAIKELSON, THAT THE FIRST FOUR PRAGRAPHS OF 
DOCUMENT US-78-6-Dl CONCERNING THE GENERAL 
CERTIFICATE IN ARTS AND SCIENCE, WITH THE SUGGESTED 
MODIFICATIONS TO THE FIRST AND THIRD PARAGRAPHS, BE 
APPROVED. 


Concern was voiced over the proposal to establish a General Certificate in 
Arts and Science (DOC-US-78-6-D]), particularly with respect to the 
condition that credits earned in the Certificate programme may not be 
counted towards the additional credits required in extended programmes. It 
was wondered also what exactly the Certificate programme was going to do 
that the M.S.P. and M.E.P. programmes did not already do. It was further 
argued that the reasons given for establishing such a programme were 
poorly rationalized and that the proposal itself contained many 
inconsistencies. 


It was explained that the expectation was that students enrolling in the 
Certificate programme who properly belonged in the M.S.P. or M.E.P. 


programmes would be appropriately counselled within the first six months 
following enrolment into the programme. 


It was also explained that the proposal would allow students to complete the 
programme without the University having to establish over twenty five 
separate packages, each representing a Certificate for every department. The 
proposal represented an attempt to provide some flexibility in packaging 
thirty credits to meet student needs as they see them. At the same time, the 
programme should not be used at all as an alternative to the Mature Entry 
Programme and such students should be counselled and moved into the 
regular programmes if that was what they wanted. 


It was pointed out that according to the Special Admission Procedures on 
page 2 of document US-78-6-Dl, students would be admitted conditionally 
to the Certificate programme and it was wondered why conditional 
acceptance could not also be made to the "regular" extended MSP, MEP 
programmes. 


It was explained that not all students could be admitted to the MSP and MEP 
programmes. There were many students who have a DEC, and there would 
be more and more such students, who left school and then entered a 
ninety-credit programme. Up to now, we have been dealing with mature 
students who do not have a DEC, but in the future we will be dealing with 
many mature students who have a DEC, particularly those who have been 
out in the job market for a number of years and wish to continue their 
education. The goal was not to have open conditional admission for 
everyone into the University and for that reason, there was a special 
registration form for entry into the Certificate programme, listing all of the 
conditions for admission. 


It was argued that the rationalizations contained in the document 
(US-78-6-Dl), which were attempted in academic terms, did not justify the 
setting up of a General Certificate in Arts and Science. It was-wondered 
what a student would do with such a Certificate, Presuming he wanted that 
and nothing else? Could it possibly be a terminal Certificate and if so, how 
would it relate to the other Certificate programmes that exist at Concordia? 
What kinds of courses were eligible for inclusion in this programme? Given 
that the Calendar clearly stated that the 200 level mathematics courses could 
not be counted as science credits for a programme in this University, would 
we want to give a General Certificate for an accumulation of courses at that 
level? It was further stated that if one attempted to do so, one could present 
arguments ad nauseam against the rationale, the practicality and the 
usefulness of such a Certificate. 


It was explained that there were many students who register as 
Independents who were simply frightened to death of the thought of a 
ninety-credit programme and more so with respect to the M.S.P. or M.E.P. 
programmes which involve even more credits, and were totalling unwilling 
to make that commitment. Also, while many of these students did not really 
want to remain as Independents, they did so simply because they found that 
that was the only comfortable place for them. It was hoped that the 
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Certificate programme would provide the time necessary to give these 
students the kind of undergraduate academic counselling that they so 
desperately needed, so that the full degree programmes would not look so 
frightening to them, and also that those kinds of commitments would be 
better understood. 


Concern was expressed over the fact that a student with a D.E.C., who is 
able to read and understand thoroughly all the academic rules and 
regulations in the Calendar, could register for the General Certificate in the 
first year, complete all the necessary introductory courses for a particular 
ninety-credit programme, end up with a Certificate and then transfer into the 
ninety-credit programme, with thirty credits already completed in that 
programme. The student then completes-the remaining sixty credits within 
the normal length of time, ending up with both a Bachelors degree and a 
Certificate. 


It was stated that there was a certain hierarchy in degrees and in levels of 
proficiency, and the Certificate was simply one level lower than the 
Bachelors degree, and it was argued that there should be no difficulty at all 
with the idea of receiving first one and then the other. 


Responding to a question concerning the possibility of a student . 
accumulating three Certificates and then demanding a degree, Dr. O'Brien 
advised that at the present time the University did not have a policy of 
granting a degree on the basis of three Certificates, a variety of which 
already exist, at the, technical level, he assured Senate that establishing the 
General Certificate in Arts and Science was not establishing a situation 
whereby three Certificates give the right to a degree. Further, whatever the 
merits in that might be, if we decided to change that at some point in the 
future, it would certainly have to come back to Senate and be debated. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 
Prof. T. Gray requested that his negative vote be recorded. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CHAIKELSON, THAT THE RESOLUTION CONCERNING CREDITS 
EARNED AS AN INDEPENDENT STUDENT, CPAGE 2, DOCUMENT 
US-78-6-Dl), BE APPROVED. 


Prof. Whitelaw advised that some concern over the September 1, 1978, 
implementation date had been expressed in U.C.C.C., particularly in view 
of the fact that a certain amount of publicity had already gone out that did 
not indicate this. It had been suggested that the date be postponed to 
September, 1979. It was stated that the resolution involved thirty credits 
which would only start to be accumulated after September, 1978, and it was 
argued that we should not really have to give the kind of advanced notice 
that was being suggested. 
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AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED 
BY PROF. XISTRIS, THAT THE DATE BE CHANGED FROM 
SEPTEMBER 1, 1978, TO SEPTEMBER 1, 1979. 


It was stated that it has always been possible for students to take as many as 
sixty credits as Independent students and the fear was expressed that the 
resolution would be misinterpreted and would tend to discourage such 
students from continuing their studies altogether. 


It was argued that the sooner the regulation was implemented the sooner the 
University would be able to receive Government grants for these students. 
It was also pointed out that the Board of Governors has recently changed 
the fees for Independent students, effective this September, and there did 
not seem to be the particular concern at that time that suddenly we would 
lose a large number of students. It was further explained that the resolution 
applied only to those students entering after September, 1978, and was not 
retroactive to students who have previously attended the University. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED - 
- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Regulations Regarding Cheating (Undergraduate) 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the document on Regulations regarding Cheating 
(Undergraduate) (DOC-US-78-3-D3),was a redraft produced after the most 
recent Senate discussion on this question. He advised that there were three 
questions arising out of the previous discussions that were not resolved 
during that debate. The first was the question of whether the examination 
should be suspended in the case of a student suspected of cheating or 
should the student be allowed to continue the examination (Section II, page 
2, document US-78-3-D3). There was also the question of Version I versus 
Version II (beginning at the bottom of page 2) and Senate would have to 
choose one of those two Versions. Finally, the question of sanctions 
(Section III), would have to be considered. Concern was expressed over the 
possibility of a student submitting the same term paper for two courses, 
which did not seem to be covered under either the regulations On cheating 
or plagiarism. It was pointed out that when the original committee was 
considering these regulations the question arose as to how to identify every 
possible dishonest practice and the committee decided at that time to indicate 
those which were most prevalent, but also to include the words "but not 
restrictively" in the definition of cheating (Section II, item 1, page 1, 
document US-78-3-D3) in order to include everything that may be 
considered a dishonest practice. It was suggested that the case of a student 
submitting the s e term paper for two courses might fall under the 
Regulations Regarding Cheating as an "evaluative exercise carried out under 
invigilation". However, if it was not being carried out under invigilation, it 
could be considered as a case of plagiarism and be covered under those 
regulations. 


The feeling was expressed that it seemed less appropriate to consider that 
case under something directed towards examinations per se, than under 
something directed towards term papers, and should therefore be dealt with 
under the topic of plagiarism. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that Senate should take specific note of this and 
either we will find that it could be worked into the plagiarism document 
when we get to it or that it might be necessary to amend one or other of the 
documents in order to pick it up. 


Responding to a question concerning Independent students and students 
registered in one Faculty being accused of cheating in examinations in 
another Faculty, Dr. O'Brien advised that that was a matter which could be 
handled under the document on Regulations Regarding Cheating 
(US-78-3-D3) as it has been interpreted. The document was based 
essentially on the overriding provision that a student belonged to a given 
Faculty and therefore the case would be dealt with by the Dean of that 
Faculty, irrespective of the Faculty under which the course was offered. 


However, in the case of Independent students, since they did not belong to 
a given Faculty, one would have to fall back on a secondary rule of 
interpretation of the document. This was not a case where the document did 
not provide an answer, because it did provide one. Rather, it might be that 
one did not like the answer provided in particular circumstances. 


It was suggested that a particular case should be handled by a single Dean or 
a single committee. That was, all persons accused under a particular 
incident, regardless of the Faculties they might be registered in, should be 
tried by the same person or panel. 


The feeling was expressed that all cases would be covered by changing the 
phrase " ... to the Dean of the Faculty in which the student is registered ..." 
(Section I, item 5, page 2, document US-78-3-D3) to read "to the Dean of 
the Faculty in which the course is given." This would mean that a case 
involving an Engineering student and an Arts student, accused of cheating 
in an Accountancy examination, would be handled by the Dean of the 
Faculty of Commerce and Administration. 


However, it was argued that the above suggestion would create the 
difficulty of the Dean of one Faculty having to impose additional credits on 
a student registered in another Faculty. 


It was argued that item 5, page 2, of document US-78-3-D3, s would 
remain as worded but a rider should be added to the effect that where an 
Independent student was concerned, the case would be handled by the Dean 
of the Faculty in which the course was given. Although, in certain isolated 
instances two Deans might be handling the same case separately, it was 
pointed out past practice of the Registrar notifying both Deans that that was 
the situation has resulted in the two Deans getting together, ensuring that 
there has been consistency and fairness in handling the. case. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that what had just been stated was clearly the thrust of 
the document as presently worded, but that Section II, item 5, might be 
re-examined to see if what happens to Independent students might not be 
clarified by adding the rider suggested above, go that it was specific rather 
than a matter of interpretation. However, if anyone wished to change the 
thrust of item 5 so that it referred to the Dean of the Faculty in which the 
course was given, an amendment could be proposed and voted upon. 


With respect to the question as to whether or not a student suspected of 
cheating should be allowed to complete the examination, it was argued that 
in order to allow for due process, the student should be permitted to 
complete the examination because the charge may or may not be upheld; at 
the very least the student should be given the choice of either completing or 
not completing the examination. It was also suggested that the student 
should be required to sign a form stating which course of action he or she 
wished to follow. 


The feeling was expressed that if a student suspected of cheating chooses to 
continue the examination, because of the possible negative psychological 
effect on other students in the vicinity, the examination should be completed 
in another location provided by the examination office for that purpose. 


It was pointed out that there might also be a psychological problem for the 
individual involved who may be so distracted in his own mind by the 
intervention of an invigilator, that he may not be able to write as good an 
examination as he might otherwise have done, had he not been so 
distracted. 


The feeling was expressed that the student should be moved to another 
room and at that point be given the option of whether to discontinue or to 
continue to write the examination. If the student decides to discontinue, he 
should sign a statement to that effect. On the other hand, if the student 
chooses to continue to write the examination, ends up with a poor grade, 
and is subsequently found-innocent of the charge, then that student should 
be given the opportunity to write another examination for a letter grade. In 
that instance, it would be the second grade that would count, regardless of 
whether it was higher or lower than the original grade. 


Again, support was voiced for the suggestion that the student be given the 
option of continuing the examination, but the feeling was expressed that the 
statement should include the phrase "under controlled conditions", in order 
to prevent a repetition of the alleged offense. 


It was agreed that a straw vote be taken on the following three alternatives: 


1) the student, without choice, would continue to write the 
examination; 

2) the student would not be allowed to continue the examination; 
3) the student would be given the choice of whether to continue or 
discontinue to write the examination. 
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- THE STRAW VOTE INDICATED A STRONG PREFERENCE FOR 
THE THIRD ALTERNATIVE - 


The feeling was expressed that there were a number of bureaucratic 
difficulties which would have to he resolved as a result of the straw vote, 
particularly with respect to the relocation of the student and the development 
of a form to be signed by the student indicating the choice made. 


Mr. Adams, University Registrar, stated that it must be clear that the 
regulations being discussed by Senate were related specifically to formal 
examination periods and he advised that during those periods a room would 
be set aside to allow for the continuation of an examination. However, if the 
regulations were going to apply to class tests and examinations scheduled 
by instructors outside the formal examination periods, other arrangements 
would have to be made. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the alternative which Senate had just indicated a 
preference for, was not written into the present document (US-78-3-D3) 
and he proposed that an appropriate paragraph be written, in consultation 
with the Registrar, codifying the spirit of what has been agreed to and how 
it could be done, and be presented to the next meeting of Senate. 


It was suggested that the phrase " Dean of the Faculty" in item 5, Section II, 
of document US-78-3-D3, be changed to Dean of the Faculty/Division 


It was also suggested that the phrase "... total number of credits " in item 1. 
a) and b), Section.111, be changed to " ... minimum number of credits", it 
being explained that the total number of credits was often open-ended rather 
than being ninety credits or whatever, as may have been presumed by the 
authors of the document. 


It was pointed out that Independent students were not in a programme and it 
was wondered how the imposition of additional credits would apply in such 
cases. 


The feeling was expressed that an Independent student who has been found 
guilty of cheating has usually failed one or two courses previously, and 
therefore, imposing the sanction of "failure" in the course would result in 
expulsion from the University. That was, insofar as Independent students 
were concerned, in most cases, the lightest penalty was the most severe 
one. 


It was further explained that in such circumstances a Dean may be faced 
with the fact that certain of the sanctions appear inapplicable and the Dean 
would have to choose among those which were left. 


With respect to item 1. a), Section III, it was stated that the interpretation 
was that the student would have to repeat the course in question, or an 
equivalent course and would also have to take and pass the equivalent of 
one six-credit course in addition to the total number of credits required for 
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the programme. That was, all of item 1. a) would be imposed as a single 
sanction. 


Concern was expressed over the phrase to "the Faculty student 
association(s)" in item 7, Version II, on page 4. It was pointed out that this 
would cause difficulties on the Loyola campus because an Arts students 
Association did not exist at the moment, and it was felt that it would be 
preferable to simply change this to "Student Association(s)" and the method 
of nominating people for the panel would be left up to these Associations. 


It was explained that if the selection of students for the panel was directed to 
the Student Associations, it would move the centre of gravity of that choice 
to an entirely different level than what was originally intended, which was 
to have the choice made by the group of students most directly related to the 
Faculty in question. 


It was suggested that the problem would be solved by adding the phrase "... 
where such exists, and failing this, by the Student Association." 


With respect to the question of Version I versus Version II, 
(DOC-US-78-3-D3), the feeling was expressed that the first was preferable 
to the second because of the time constraint imposed on everyone who 
would be involved under Version II. 


It was suggested that the case should be heard by the Dean or Committee 
and that the sanction should be decided by a different body. 


It was pointed out that under Version I the case would be heard either by the 
Dean or by a committee, while under Version II there would be no choice 
and the case would be handled by a committee. 


Support was voiced for a proposed modification of Version I (Version IID), 
whereby the case would be heard by a committee and the sanction would be 
imposed by the Dean. It was explained that while it was doubtful that a 
Dean would have the time to participate in the number of actual hearings that 
might arise, a Dean would, however, have the time to review the findings of 
the committee and arrive at a decision as to the penalty to be imposed. It was 
also explained that under Version III, the Dean would convene the 
Committee but would not participate in its deliberations. The Dean would 
also delegate the chairmanship of the committee. 


Support was voiced for Version I, it being argued that the procedures under 
that version were simpler, quicker and no less just than those proposed 
under Version II, modified or otherwise. 


It was also argued that it was much more efficient to have one person in 
charge of both the hearing and the sanction, alleviating the problem of 
having to find people to sit on committees as would be the case under 
Version II. It was further stated that insofar as the different procedures that 
Senate was now discussing were concerned, these were far too 


complicated, and contained so many loopholes and different ways of 
proceeding that one would need a lawyer in order to decipher them. 


It was agreed to take a straw vote on the thrust of Version I versus the thrust 
of Version II. 


- THE STRAW VOTE RESULTED IN A TIE - 


Following a brief discussion concerning reasons indicated by a number of 
student Senators an why they supported Version 11, it was agreed to take 
another straw vote. 


- THE STRAW VOTE RESULTED IN A ONE VOTE MAJORITY FOR 
VERSION I - 


It was stated that the Version II that a number of Senators had voted in favor 
of, was the modified Version II (Version III), whereby the committee 
would decide on the guilt only and the sanction would be decided by the 
Dean. It was explained further that under Version III, it was automatically 
assumed that in the case of a student admitting to a charge of cheating there 
would be no need for a committee and the sanction would be applied by the 
Dean. 


It was explained by a number of Senators that it was not understood that it 
was the modified Version 11 (Version III), that was being voted on. 


Again, it was explained that the proposed modifications to Version II 
(Version III) were as follows: 


1. The committee should not be chaired by the Dean but rather a 
delegate or by someone specifically designated in the regulations; 


2. The committee would only consider the question of guilt and 
therefore if the student has admitted the charge, the case would not 
come before the committee; 


3. If the student was found not guilty by the committee, that was the 
end of the matter; 


4. If the student was found guilty by the committee, or if the student 
has admitted the charge initially, the Dean would proceed to apply 
one of the sanctions listed. 


It was agreed that a straw vote be taken between Version II as set out in 
document US-78-3-D3, and Version II with the proposed modifications 
noted above (Version III). 


- THE STRAW VOTED INDICATED MAJORITY SUPPORT FOR 
VERSION II, AS MODIFIED (VERSION IID - 


78-6-9 


78-6-10 


78-6-11 


- ASTRAW VOTED WAS TAKEN BETWEEN VERSION I AND 
VERSION I, WHICH RESULTED IN A SUBSTANTIAL MAJORITY 
VOTE FOR VERSION III - 


The registrar asked Senate to approve the definition of cheating as set out in 
Section I, item 1., document US-78-3-D3), so that the definition could be 
printed on the examination books when ordered. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. XISTRIS, SECONDED BY DR. BREEN, 
THAT THE DEFINITION OF CHEATING (SECTION II, ITEM 1., 
DOCUMENT US-78-3-D3), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


With respect to Section III - Sanctions (DOC-US-78-3-D3), it was stated 
that the only one that would seem to apply to Independent students was 
Sanction 1., (e). 


Dr. O'Brien agreed that technically speaking, the above statement was 
correct. However, if we consider that the student is in an Independent 
programme, then practically speaking, Sanctions a), c), d), and e) could be 
applied. 


Basically, the part of a) that would apply to an Independent student was the 
part that stated that the student would receive a failed grade and would not 
be eligible to write a supplemental. Under c), the above would apply and in 
addition, the student would be suspended for the remainder of the year. 
This would also apply under d) and in addition, the student would be 
suspended for another year. The only Sanction that did not apply at all, was 
b). 


It was stated that the basic problem with the Sanctions insofar as 
Independent students was concerned, was the word "programme" and also 
the imposition of extra credits. The real difficulty was with the wording and 
if we could get around that point, there was a sufficient variety of Sanctions 
that could be applied. 


Concerning the imposition of extra credits for Independent students, it was 
suggested that this might be worded in such a way that this would be 
applied if the student subsequently entered a programme. 


It was agreed that an attempt be made to re-word the section on Sanctions to 
take account of the discussion on Independent students and that the revised 
document be presented at the next meeting of Senate. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, SECONDED BY DEAN 
COHEN, THAT THE REGULATIONS REGARDING CHEATING 
(UNDERGRADUATE) - (DOC-US-78-3-D3), BE APPROVED IN 
PRINCIPLE, SUBJECT TO THE CHANGES DISCUSSED AT 
TODAY'S MEETING. 


78-6-12 


78-6-13 


78-6-14 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Graduate Curriculum change - Summer 1978 


Dean French advised that the two one-shot seminar courses, Educational 
Studies 652 and 653 (DOC-US-78-5-D5), have been approved by the 
Board of Graduate Studies. These were minor curriculum changes which 
did not require Senate approval and he suggested that the item be removed 
from the agenda. Senate agreed that the item be removed from the agenda. 


Next meetings 


Dr. O'Brien advised that there would be a meeting of Senate at 9:30 a.m., 
Thursday, May 25, 1978, in the Hall Building (Room 769), to deal with the 
1978 Spring Graduation lists. The next regular meeting of Senate would be 
held on Friday, May 26, 1978, possibly an all day meeting. Senators would 
be advised accordingly. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 5:30 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


JN/LB 


